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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This communication is in response to the Applicants' Amendment dated 
December 17, 2008. Claims 12-22 were canceled. Claims 23-32 were added. Claims 
23-32 of the application are pending. This office action is made final. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

2. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 

3. The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1, 148 USPQ 459 
(1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining obviousness under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating obviousness 
or nonobviousness. 



4. Claims 23-25 and 28-30 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Hollander (U.S. Patent Application 2002/0073375) in view of Mc Connell et al. (U.S. Patent 
Application 2001/0049593), and further in view of Sano et al. (U.S. Patent 5,991,533). 
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4. 1 Hollander teaches method and apparatus for test generation during circuit design. 
Specifically, as per claim 28, Hollander teaches a system for combining and representing signals 
of a hardware simulation device (Abstract, Ll-2; Page 2, Para 0031, Ll-2; Page 2, Para 0035; 
Page 3, Para 0050; Fig. 3; Page 5, Para 0091; Page 6, Para 0101) and elements of a listing of a 
software program (Page 2, Para 0031, L5; Para 0032 to Para 0034; Page 4, Para 0066; Page 6, 
Para 0103, L2-8, comprising: 

a software program having program code stored in a memory of a circuit; and a program 
list file from the software program comprising a list of elements representing the sequence of the 
software program, wherein the elements comprise program commands and any associated 
comments (Page 2, Para 0031, L4-5; Para 0032 to Para 0034; Para 0036; Fig. 7; Page 5, Para 
0091 and Para 0092; Fig. 5, Item 163); 

a hardware simulation device for running a hardware simulation of the circuit (Page 2, 
Para 0035; page 6, Para 0101) described in a hardware description language (HDL) (Page 1, 
Para 0010, Ll-6; Page 2, Para 0035; Page 5, Para 0094, Ll-2; Page 6, Para 0103, Ll-2) in 
accordance with an input data file compiled from the software program as simulation code (Page 
1, Para 0010, L6-7; Page 7, Para 0127, Ll-2) to obtain output signals (Page 1, Para 0010, L7-9; 
page 5, Para 0095, L3 to Page 6, Para 0095, L5); 

a debugger for receiving the output signals from the hardware simulation (Abstract, L22- 
23; Page 1, Para 0010, L5-9) and the elements from the program list file (Abstract, L22-25; Page 
3, Para 0050, Ll-2; Page 6, Para 0103, L2-8; Page 6, Para 0109, L3-5; Page 8, Para 0152) and 
coupling output signals and elements that correspond(abstract, L22-25; Page 3, Para 0050, Ll-2); 
and 
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a graphical display for displaying a combined representation of the output signals and the 
elements Abstract, L22-25; Page 5, Para 0094, L4-6; Page 6, Para 0103, L8-9; Page 8, Para 
0151), comprising a first area for displaying the list of elements representing the sequence of the 
software program (Fig 7; Page 6, Para 0103, L8-9; Page 8, Para 0152 to Para 0155) and a second 
area for displaying the output signals from the hardware simulation (Page 5, Para 0095, L3 to 
Page 6, Para 0095, L5; Page 6, Para 0103, L8-9; Page 8, Para 0151). 

Hollander teaches running the hardware simulation and running the external software on 
the hardware simulation (Page 6, Para 0103). Hollander does not expressly teach a marking unit 
for synchronizing a first visual marking of a selected element in the first area with a second 
visual marking of a corresponding output signal in the second area based on the coupling by the 
debugger. Mc Connell et al. teaches a marking unit for synchronizing a first visual marking of a 
selected element in the first area (Abstract, LI -10; Fig. 2 and Fig. 3; Page 6, Para 0074, LI -6 and 
L13-16; Page 6, Para 008 1 ; Para 0082). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art at the time of Applicant's invention to modify the system of Hollander with the system of 
Mc Connell et al. that included a marking unit for synchronizing a first visual marking of a 
selected element in the first area, because that would allow the problems typically encountered 
during system integration to be solved much earlier in the design cycle, resulting in a shorter 
design cycle (Page 4, Para 0052, L6-8); and combining the software development with logic 
simulation results in high performance co-verification ahead of final solution (Page 6, Para 0075, 
L13-16); and since the hardware and software are designed and debugged together, the 
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likelihood of getting the design that works the first time is greatly increased (Page 7, Para 0083, 
LI -4). 

Hollander and Mc Connell et al. do not expressly teach a second visual marking of a 
corresponding output signal in the second area based on the coupling by the debugger. Sano et 
al. teaches a second visual marking of a corresponding output signal in the second area based on 
the coupling by the debugger (Fig. 20; Fig. 22; CL1 1, L51-61; Fig. 46). It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of Applicant's invention to modify the 
system of Hollander and Mc Connell et al. with the system of Sano et al. that included a 
second visual marking of a corresponding output signal in the second area based on the coupling 
by the debugger, because that would enhance the efficiency of development of the CPU circuit 
and the control system (Abstract, L27-29). 

Per Claim 29: Hollander and Mc Connell et al. do not expressly teach that the graphical 
display further comprises a third display area for displaying at least a part of the output signals. 
Sano et al. teaches that the graphical display further comprises a third display area for displaying 
at least a part of the output signals (Fig. 22; CL1 1, L51-61). 

Per Claim 30: Hollander teaches that the output signals displayed in the second area 
comprise waveforms (Page 5, Para 0094, L4-5; Para 0095, L3 to Page 6, Para 0095, L5; Page 6, 
Para 0103, L8-9; Page 8, Para 0151). Hollander and Mc Connell et al. do not expressly teach 
that the graphical display further comprises a third display area for displaying at least a part of 
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the output signals. Sano et al. teaches that the output signals displayed in the third area comprise 
register values (Fig. 22; CL11, L51-61). 

4.2 As per Claims 23-25, these are rejected based on the same reasoning as Claims 28-30, 
supra. Claims 23-25 are method claims reciting the same limitations as Claims 28-30, as taught 
throughout by Hollander, Mc Connell et al. and Sano et al. 

Allowable Subject Matter 

5. Claims 26-27 and 3 1-32 arc objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base claim, 
but would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the limitations of the 
base claim and any intervening claims. 

Response to Arguments 

6. Applicants' arguments filed on December 17, 2008 have been fully considered. 
Applicants' arguments with respect to art rejection s under 35 USC 103 (a) are moot in view of 
the applicants' cancellation of all previous claims. The Examiner has used new art against the 
newly submitted claims. 

6. 1 As per the applicants' argument that "the art does not show the unique arrangement that 
produces unique dual kind of display between the hardware simulation output signals and the 
elements of the program listing with visual synchronized marking between the element of the 
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software program listing and the corresponding hardware simulation output signals", the 
examiner has used new references, by Hollander, Mc Connell et al. and Sano et al. 

Hollander teaches a debugger for receiving the output signals from the hardware 
simulation (Abstract, L22-23; Page 1, Para 0010, L5-9) and the elements from the program list 
file (Abstract, L22-25; Page 3, Para 0050, Ll-2; Page 6, Para 0103, L2-8; Page 6, Para 0109, L3- 
5; Page 8, Para 0152) and coupling output signals and elements that correspond(abstract, L22-25; 
Page 3, Para 0050, Ll-2); and 

a graphical display for displaying a combined representation of the output signals and the 
elements Abstract, L22-25; Page 5, Para 0094, L4-6; Page 6, Para 0103, L8-9; Page 8, Para 
0151), comprising a first area for displaying the list of elements representing the sequence of the 
software program (Fig 7; Page 6, Para 0103, L8-9; Page 8, Para 0152 to Para 0155) and a second 
area for displaying the output signals from the hardware simulation (Page 5, Para 0095, L3 to 
Page 6, Para 0095, L5; Page 6, Para 0103, L8-9; Page 8, Para 0151). 

Hollander does not expressly teach a marking unit for synchronizing a first visual 
marking of a selected element in the first area with a second visual marking of a corresponding 
output signal in the second area based on the coupling by the debugger. Mc Connell et al. 
teaches a marking unit for synchronizing a first visual marking of a selected element in the first 
area (Abstract, Ll-10; Fig. 2 and Fig. 3; Page 6, Para 0074, Ll-6 and L13-16; Page 6, Para 0081; 
Para 0082). 
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Hollander and Mc Connell et al. do not expressly teach a second visual marking of a 
corresponding output signal in the second area based on the coupling by the debugger. Sano et 
al. teaches a second visual marking of a corresponding output signal in the second area based on 
the coupling by the debugger (Fig. 20; Fig. 22; CL1 1, L51-61; Fig. 46). 

ACTION IS FINAL 

7. Applicant's amendments necessitated new ground of rejection included in this Office 
Action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 706.07(a). Applicant is 
reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the date of this 
final action. 

Conclusion 

8. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Dr. Kandasamy Thangavelu whose telephone number is 
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571-272-3717. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday through Friday from 
8:00 AM to 5:30 PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Paul Rodriguez, can be reached on 571-272-3753. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or 
proceeding should be directed to TC 2100 Group receptionist: 571-272-2100. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

K. Thangavelu 
Examiner, Art Unit 2123 
March 7, 2009 

/Paul L Rodriguez/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2123 



